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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this research study was to investigate how a community college’s
finances were affected by an organizational change. For this study, the organizational
change was the implementation of corequisite developmental education reform. This
study used a qualitative research method to collect and analyze data to answer the
following research question: How were a community college’s finances impacted when a
corequisite developmental, educational reform was implemented? The literature review
presented an analysis of different states’ legislation requiring developmental education
reform, which included an in-depth review of cases involving institutions from within
those states that have implemented corequisite programs according to their state’s
directive. The pilot study’s sample population was derived from one college from within
each of the states examined in the literature review. Data collected from the pilot study
highlighted an exemplar community college for a case study report. This case study
focused on how one particular college’s finances were affected by implementing a
corequisite program.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Introduction
The institution and its students benefit from administrators who have insight and
knowledge of how the cost of educational activities directly affect and relate to the
institution’s outcomes (Anguiano, 2013). An institution’s finances are impacted when a
change occurs within an organization, which is essential knowledge for every higher
education administrator (Anguiano, 2013; Wellman et al., 2012). As for organizational
change, many institutions nationwide have been reforming their developmental education
programs (Community College Research Center [CCRC], 2014a). This reform has
occurred because traditional developmental education is no longer achieving its intended
purpose of having students attain their educational goals (American Association of
Community Colleges [AACC], 2012; CCRC, 2014b). As a result, numerous states have
been passed legislation requiring reform within their state’s developmental education
programs at the community college level (AACC, 2012; CCRC, 2014a; Long &
Boatman, 2013). According to the research, most of these colleges have implemented
corequisite developmental, educational programs (Complete College America [CCA],
2013, 2016). As higher education institutions continue to reform their developmental
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education programs, studies show that institutions are having higher levels of student
success in college-level courses with a lesser number of required courses and time needed
to attain the desired degree (Bautsch, 2011; CCRC, 2014b; CCA, 2012, 2013).

Background of the Problem
Degree or certificate completion is the primary goal of most community college
students upon enrolling (Bailey, 2009). However, nearly two-thirds of entering
community college students are required to complete at least one or a series of
developmental education courses in the areas of mathematics and English before
enrolling in college-level courses (AACC, 2014). A low percentage of these students ever
complete college-level coursework in those same academic areas as their developmental
education courses (Bailey & Jaggars, 2016). Having an additional burden of taking noncollege-level courses hinders students in achieving their academic goals (Bailey, 2009).
Most higher education institutions have academic support systems to assist students
academically. Yet, the problem remains that many students still struggle to complete their
required developmental education courses for degree completion (AACC, 2014).
Research on traditional developmental education programs has discovered the programs
themselves are the main barriers to students achieving their academic goals and are the
cause of low completion rates nationwide (AACC, 2014; Mangan, 2014).
For nearly two decades, research shows that community colleges across the
United States have implemented different developmental education reform programs to
create efficient, student-supportive, and cost-effective learning pathways for degree
completers (Bettinger et al., 2013; Center for Community College Student Engagement
[CCCSE], 2016). A higher education administrator monitors the institution’s course
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completion, retention, attrition, and graduation rates; nonetheless, it is equally important
knowing how curriculum reform impacts the finances of a community college (Bettinger
et al., 2013; Bettinger & Long, 2007).

Statement of the Research Problem
Research Problem
Half of all first-time enrolling community college students need at least one type
of developmental course in the areas of reading, writing, and mathematics (Gallard et al.,
2010), which requires the student to complete additional college courses on top of the
courses required for their degree, which extends their timeline and increases their cost of
finishing that degree (CCCSE, 2016). Many of these students get frustrated with the
requirements of completing the developmental courses, the additional financial burden,
and the extended time needed to complete their degree; therefore, many students drop out
of college and do not achieve their academic goals (Bettinger et al., 2013). Prior research
suggests that community colleges who have reformed their developmental curriculum
structures have improved upon and shortened the students’ pathway to degree-completion
(CCCSE, 2016). This research study addressed how curriculum reform affects a
community college’s finances, on which limited research exists.
Purpose of Research
The purpose of this research study was to investigate how the reform of a
corequisite developmental education program affects a community college’s finances. A
pilot study used a sample population of institutions from the literature review, in which
its results highlighted an exemplar college that was then showcased in a case study
report. The case study presented findings that focused on this study’s research question.
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Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations
Several basic assumptions guided this study. The first assumption was that the
pilot study’s participants had answered the questionnaire truthfully and candidly since the
data were self-reported. The second assumption was that the interviewed participants in
the case study have communicated honestly and were straightforward in providing
accurate budgetary information.
There were several limitations associated with this study. The first limitation was
the data were gathered from a small cross-section of higher education administrators at a
single point in time. Data collected in this manner with a limited number of participants
restricted the study’s applicability (Creswell, 2009). A second limitation was that the
questionnaire was sent when it was sent, and the timeline available to answer the
questions was the only factor controlled in the study. A third limitation was that neither
the participants’ mood nor frame of mind, be it good or bad, could be controlled, which
could ultimately affect participants’ answers (Creswell, 2009).
The first delimitation of this study was that the researcher solicited the study’s
sample population using email addresses from higher education institutions’ websites.
This method allowed the researcher to self-select participants; therefore, the participants
were not randomly chosen. The second delimitation was that the higher education
professionals participating in this study were employed holding professional
administrative positions at their respective institutions at the time of the study. These
participants may not necessarily hold degrees directly related to developmental education
reform or finances. The third delimitation was that the researcher took advantage of
modern electronic techniques by emailing the participants.
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Significance of the Research Problem
The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) produced a study that found
over 50% of students who began at community colleges were still enrolled without a
degree or certificate after six years (NCES, 2014). According to CCA, less than 20% of
full-time students finish a two-year associate degree in four years (CCA, 2012). Due to
students’ low academic skill levels as they enter college, many students struggle
throughout their assigned developmental coursework (Blake, 2016). This evidence and
other significant studies discussed in the literature review provided data for higher
education administrators to apply when making significant changes to the developmental
education programs at the community college level (CCA, 2013). As colleges reform
their developmental education programs, these changes directly affect the colleges’
finances (Johnson, 2012).

Presentation of Method and Research Question
This study applied qualitative analysis to investigate the effect developmental
curriculum reform had on a community college’s finances. This qualitative research
analyzed the open-ended responses from the pilot study’s questionnaire and the
information collected from follow-up questions with the participants in the case study
(Creswell, 2009). The budget information provided by the case study’s participants was
necessary for determining the effects a corequisite program reform had on the income,
expenses, and enrollment numbers involved with a community college’s finances. Based
upon a literature review of community colleges nationwide who had employed a
corequisite program and the need for further research on the relationship between
developmental education reform and its effect on the finances of a community college,
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this study was guided by the following research question: How were the finances of a
community college impacted when a corequisite developmental, educational reform was
implemented? Given the research performed and the stated research question, the
following hypothesis was crafted: Initially, the institutional costs increase as the newly
reformed corequisite program was implemented; however, expenditures will decrease as
students reach their academic goals in a more efficient, focused, and confident manner.

Theoretical Framework
This study was framed by two frameworks focused on educational leadership’s
complementary aspects: Adaptive Leadership Theory and Complexity Leadership
Theory. Adaptive Leadership Theory was a practical leadership framework that helped
individuals and institutions adapt and thrive in challenging environments (Cambridge
Leadership Associates [CLA], 2019). This theory allowed for a gradual yet meaningful
process of consequential changes to occur (CLA, 2019). The Complexity Leadership
Theory was a framework used to focus on expediting the development of strategies and
behaviors that foster continuous learning in organizations under new conditions with
dynamic, collaborative managements (Baltaci & Balci, 2017).

Definition of Key Concepts
This list of definitions provided a common understanding of the primary terms
used in this study.
Accelerated Learning Program (ALP) was a corequisite curriculum model that
required students who were not college-ready in writing or mathematics to enroll

7
simultaneously in a college-level course and developmental education course with the
same instructor teaching both courses (Daugherty et al., 2018).
Attrition rate was the percentage of students in a particular year who neither
graduated nor continued studying at the same institution in the following year (Johnson,
2012; Wellman et al., 2012).
College-level courses, also known as transfer-level courses, were any courses that
offered college credit and led to a degree or certificate from a post-secondary institution
(Chen & Simone, 2016).
Community college was a two-year, post-secondary higher education institution
that offered a relatively affordable option for students to pursue vocational education,
attain a professional or technical certification, receive an associate degree, or prepare for
transfer to a four-year institution (Mejia et al., 2016).
Corequisite programs are academic programs that provide student support as a
supplement to college-level courses (Brower et al., 2017; Schak et al., 2017).
Developmental education courses, also known as a remedial or basic studies
courses, were non-credit, below college-level courses, which were most commonly
taught at community colleges and designed to strengthen students’ skills in the areas of
reading, writing and mathematics to be prepared for college-level coursework (Bailey et
al., 2010; Bautsch, 2011; Knepler et al., 2014).
Gateway courses, also known as gatekeeper courses, were the first college-level
course taken required for a student’s intended major or program of study (Bailey et al.,
2010; Perez et al., 2018).
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Graduation rate was a percentage determined by the number of first-time, fulltime students who complete a two-year degree in three years or less at a community
college, where they were first enrolled divided by the total number of students enrolled
during the same period (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System [IPEDS],
2016).
Mainstreaming was the practice of placing students who need developmental
education courses into regular degree-track courses to help students avoid delays in
completing their intended degree (Logue et al., 2016).
Math pathways aligned with accelerated developmental education math courses
that diversified students’ math course options to align with their career interests and
academic goals (Rutschow, 2018).
Persistence rate was the percentage of students who continued from one semester
to the following semester, from fall to spring (NSCRC, 2015).
Remedial student was a college student who is enrolled in at least one
developmental or remedial course (Chen & Simone, 2016).
Retention rate was the percentage of a college’s first-time, first-year students who
enrolled at the same higher education institution the following year (Morris, 2020).
Sequence was a process that began with an initial assessment of a student’s
academic level, then referred to a series of developmental courses, and ends with the
completion of the highest-level developmental education course (Bailey et al., 2010).
Triangulation was the means of collecting data using more than one method to
assure the validity of the research and the methods used (Roulston, n.d.).
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Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 provided an overview of the study, including introducing the topic, the
background of the problem, the research’s purpose, the assumptions, limitations,
delimitations, and the research problem’s educational significance. The research method,
the research question, theoretical framework, and definitions of terms were also
discussed. Chapter 2 presented a review of known scholarly literature concerning
developmental education reforms implemented in community colleges nationwide. This
review was synthesized and critiqued regarding its application to larger themes and the
literature’s inconsistencies regarding the research problem. A justification of the
methodology and a comprehensive summary of the literature review were also included.
Chapter 3 described the research method used in both the pilot study and the case study
report. The research method, sample, population, participants, procedures, instruments,
measures, the researcher’s role, and analysis were detailed and summarized in this
chapter. This chapter also described the relevant theoretical framework applied and
rationalized its practicality and scholarly significance to the research problem. Chapter 4
presented the data analysis, presentation of results, interpretation of findings, and
limitations of the study. Chapter 5 concluded this study by discussing how the study’s
findings answered the research question and were situated in a larger context.
Additionally, recommendations and implications were presented regarding how these
findings were significant for higher education institutions and administrators.

CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The institution and its students benefit from administrators who have the insight
and knowledge of how the cost of educational activities directly affect and relate to the
institution’s outcomes (Anguiano, 2013). An institution’s finances are impacted when a
change occurs within the organization, which is essential knowledge for every higher
education administrator (Anguiano, 2013; Wellman et al., 2012). As for organizational
change, many institutions nationwide have been reforming their developmental education
programs (CCRC, 2014a). This reform has occurred because the purpose of traditional
developmental education is no longer achieving its intended goal of having students
attain their educational goals (AACC, 2012; CCRC, 2014b). As a result, numerous states
have been proactive and passed legislation requiring reform within their state’s
developmental education programs at the community college level (AACC, 2012; CCRC,
2014a; Long & Boatman, 2013).
Within the past two decades, most first-time, full-time community college
freshmen have been assigned to at least one developmental education course, with less
than one-fourth of them earning a degree within the next six years (Chen & Simone,
2016). Furthermore, the national annual cost estimate of providing
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developmental education to public institutions had grown to nearly $352 billion (CCRC,
2014b; Pretlow & Wathington, 2012). These findings do not suggest that developmental
education should be entirely discarded; however, this research advocates that the current
system would benefit from an in-depth and thought-out curriculum reform (CCRC,
2014a).
Most colleges require initial academic screening during the college enrollment
process to determine if a student has academic remediation needs (Bailey, 2009). Over
the past two decades, this common college practice has found that even though students
are high school graduates, they lack basic academic skills in at least one primary subject
area, usually mathematics (Scott-Clayton et al., 2014). In a nationwide study by the
NCES (2014), transcript data determined that over six years, nearly 70% of community
college entrants were required to enroll in at least one developmental education course
according to their initial screening results (NCES, 2014; Scott-Clayton, 2012). For these
students, fewer than one in ten, within three years, achieved a degree or certification
(CCA, 2013). The NCES calculated that degree attainment rates at 30% for community
college students were at their all-time lowest (Scott-Clayton et al., 2014). When a college
student was academically underprepared, even if it was in only one major subject area,
their ability to succeed in college-level courses was threatened (Bailey, 2009; NCES,
2014).
The CRCC stated that these low statistics were due to students spending too much
time and money completing mandatory developmental courses, yet still not adequately
prepared for success in their required gateway courses (CCRC, 2014b). In turn, many of
these students leave college frustrated and without a degree (CCA, 2012). More often
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than not, higher education institutions tend to focus on a student’s deficits for not being
successful rather than diving into the institution’s internal policies, procedures, and
practices, which could be the main barriers to the student’s potential success (Bailey &
Jaggars, 2016; Bailey et al., 2010; Blake, 2016; Long & Boatman, 2013). Research by
Complete College America found community colleges who have made significant
curriculum changes have had positive outcomes on course completion rates (CCA, 2012,
2013).
The rest of this chapter included reviewing and critiquing literature related to
developmental curriculum reform, current corequisite programs being implemented
across the nation, and relevant theoretical framework rationale applied to the research
problem. Furthermore, this literature review examined applicable studies to identify
larger themes and patterns, made a note of any significant inconsistencies, and
summarized all relevant patterns that occurred.

Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework applied to this study combined the adaptive leadership
and complexity leadership frameworks. When institutions make significant changes to
their curriculum, practices, and policies, that institution’s finances are directly affected
(Johnson, 2012). Applying the adaptive leadership framework supported college
administrators in effectively processing the consequential changes that ultimately occur
during uncertain times (Heifetz et al., 2009). The adaptive leadership framework viewed
an authority structure as being a contributor to finding a resolution; however, others must
participate in the process (Heifetz et al., 2009). When an institution restructured its
curriculum and needed to determine how that reform affected its internal finances, both
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the leadership and other pertinent personnel share ownership of the situation, which
becomes part of the solution itself (CLA, 2019). This process was directly applied to the
adaptive leadership framework. Heifetz et al. (2009) outlined three significant
components of the adaptive leadership framework that must be implemented: 1) Preserve
the organizational elements necessary for survival; 2) Remove, or modify, the elements
that are no longer necessary or useful; and 3) Create new arrangements that enable the
organization to thrive (p. 22). All three of these components apply when a community
college makes a systemic change to their developmental education program and needs to
determine how that change has impacted their institution’s finances. Higher education
administrators apply their leadership ability when they understand the importance
of adaptation and how it allows an organization to flourish by employing relevant
processes, tools, and personnel to enhance the organization (Heifetz et al., 2009). The
adaptive leadership framework collectively allowed for a gradual yet meaningful process
of consequential changes to occur, which provided the basis for the complexity
leadership framework (CLA, 2019).
The complexity leadership framework fostered dynamics that produced outcomes
appropriate to the vision and mission of the community college (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).
When an institution researched, designed, and implemented an effective curriculum
reform that was best suited for their students and the institution as a whole, the
application of the complexity leadership framework ensured that the changes made would
remain centralized around the institution’s mission, vision, and values (Arena & UhlBien, 2016). The complexity leadership framework helped administrators focus on
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developing practical and applicable strategies, being development education program
reform, that fostered continuous learning under new conditions (Baltaci & Balci, 2017).

Review of the Research Literature
Background
A college’s determination of whether students have the basic skills required for
success in college-level courses were commonly performed through placement testing
before a student enrolls (Bailey & Jaggars, 2016). Most higher education institutions used
standardized placement exams to assign students to their courses (Parsad et al., 2003).
The placement testing results displayed whether or not the student’s knowledge and
skillset in reading, writing, and mathematics met the requirements of enrolling in collegelevel coursework; otherwise, the student was placed into one or a sequence of
developmental education courses (Bailey, 2009). These courses were designed to address
underprepared students’ academic deficiencies (Bettinger & Long, 2007). Depending
upon the initial placement level, it was a common institutional practice to have the
student complete all of the assigned developmental education courses before they could
enroll in a college-level course (Daugherty et al., 2018).
Research showed that placement decisions had profoundly negative effects on
students’ academic trajectories and the likelihood of achieving their academic goals
(Bailey et al., 2010; Hern & Snell, 2017; Mejia et al., 2016). Within the past two decades,
many community colleges have reviewed their assessment and course placement
processes to ensure they have an effective course placement practice (Scott-Clayton &
Rodriguez, 2015). Multiple measures placement was being used by many institutions,
which, by definition, uses more than one measure to determine students’ course
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placement (Scott-Clayton, 2012). Using only standardized tests often place students in
developmental education courses who could otherwise succeed in college-level courses
(Scott-Clayton, 2012; Scott-Clayton et al., 2014; Willett, 2013). A research study
conducted by Belfield and Crosta (2012) adopted the practice of using only high school
grade-point-averages (GPAs), not placement test scores, for student course placement.
Within one semester, placement error rates were reduced in half. A national study
completed by Medhanie et al. (2012) concluded that the Accuplacer placement exam,
produced by the College Board, may be underestimating students’ readiness for the
curriculum ahead of them. The College Board affirmed that their testing system was valid
and has proven to have strong reliability; however, the company does recommend
colleges to use multiple measures to place students into college courses (Larkin, 2018).
The proportion of community college freshmen requiring developmental
education courses continued to increase, according to the AACC (2014). On the east
coast, enrollment data at the City University of New York (CUNY) consistently showed
that more than half of all their first-time freshmen were assigned to developmental
education courses in at least one subject, typically mathematics (Blake, 2016; CUNY,
2008). On the west coast, California’s community colleges’ developmental education
programs had become too long of a process for most of their students, which made their
attrition rates high and academic outcomes poor (Rodriguez et al., 2016). The CCRC
performed a study that involved over 250,000 students at 57 community colleges
nationwide (Bailey et al., 2010). This study’s results determined that nearly 50% of all
entering freshmen were required to take at least one developmental education
mathematics course, and 33% were required to take at least one developmental English

16
course (Bailey et al., 2010). Longitudinal data from an Achieving the Dream initiative
concluded that only 20% of students who were referred to taking remedial mathematics
courses and 37% who were referred to taking remedial reading courses completed their
college-level course in the relevant subject area within three years of taking the remedial
course (Bailey et al., 2010). According to a study by Jenkins and Boswell (2002), college
transcript data found that the more developmental education courses a student was
required to take, the less likely they were to earn a degree. With these statistics in the
forefront, colleges have had no choice but to reform their course placement policies and
consider reforming their developmental education programs (AACC, 2014). Higher
education administrators must remember that when large-scale policies and procedures
are restructured, such as curriculum reform, the institution’s finances are impacted
(Johnson, 2012).
The Reform Process
Community college students need to have the opportunity to be successful college
graduates in a reasonable amount of time without spending a lot of money. In contrast,
the institution has limited costs (Bailey et al., 2010). With the increased emphasis on
improving colleges’ completion rates, two main themes emerged from this literature
review. First, the use of multiple measures as a course placement practice has had
positive outcomes (Mejia et al., 2016). Colleges using a multiple measures process for
course placement are more accurately placing their students into courses and reducing the
need for enrolling them in as many developmental education courses (Bailey et al., 2010;
Mejia et al., 2016). Second, applying a corequisite program has had significant positive
student outcomes (Mejia et al., 2016). Accelerating remediation decreases the amount of
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time required to achieve a degree, improves remedial outcomes, and increases the number
of students completing a college credential in a shorter amount of time, according to the
CCRC (Bailey et al., 2010; CCRC, 2014b).
Challenges to Reform
As colleges attempt to overhaul their developmental education programs, several
challenges have come to the forefront regarding implementing a corequisite program.
First, research shows that the cost of program reform was a challenge due to the required
professional development for faculty, the time needed for course scheduling, and the
logistics of advising reform (Daugherty et al., 2018). The second was the challenge and
continual struggle of fitting time-intensive courses into the students’ schedules combined
with faculty workloads and limited preparation time (Brakoniecki et al., 2014). A third
challenge was the lack of stakeholder buy-in among faculty and others in the community
(Daugherty et al., 2018). Higher education administrators were faced with the sustaining
of full-time faculty who provided on-going retention support yet maintained student
motivation in accelerated courses (Brakoniecki et al., 2014). The faculty’s positive
delivery of instruction may be affected by faculty who do not agree with the implemented
changes (Nietzel, 2018). Many faculty who favored the traditional developmental
education format were concerned that these newly created, corequisite courses set
students up for failure. These courses were being used with not enough completed
research on the programs’ effectiveness, reliability, and outcomes (Daugherty et al.,
2018). They believed that traditional remediation was necessary for students who were
much farther behind academically than their peers (Nietzel, 2018). Some faculty were
concerned with the fact that when students at multiple levels were placed into the same
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course, the students who were not needing extra time were constantly disrupted,
inconvenienced, and treated unfairly because their academic enrichment needs were not
being met (Daugherty et al., 2018; Nietzel, 2018). These educators felt that the students
who were hurried through learning essential basic skills would also suffer academically at
the end (Nietzel, 2018). Faculty feel anxious about the possibility of being overburdened
due to the integrated academic support they were required to employ in their courses. In
contrast, the developmental faculty were concerned about losing their jobs (Daugherty et
al., 2018). Nonetheless, most institutions were taking the necessary steps to reform their
curriculum programs to improve student success.
Additional Student Support
Colleges have executed numerous strategies to provide students with additional
academic support and ensure students were effectively assisted. Some have increased the
access to and availability of their academic support services and programs (Brakoniecki
et al., 2014). These services included intrusive advising, online tutoring, and real-time
telecounseling (Brakoniecki et al., 2014; Daugherty et al., 2018). The Accelerated Studies
in Associates Program (ASAP) in New York paired their developmental education
reforms with enhanced advising and wrap-around supports, which more than doubled
their graduation rates (Scrivener et al., 2015). A study involving six New York
Community colleges created student cohorts (Visher et al., 2012). These colleges
required certain groups of students to enroll in several of the same courses having all the
same instructors (Visher et al., 2012). This model resulted in the creation of learning
communities that, in turn, offered multiple layers of support to students, which built a
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sense of comfort and trust among their peers as well as with their instructors (Visher et
al., 2012).
Other student support methods were employed to support students academically
when implementing a new curriculum when some state-mandates limited the number of
developmental course credits that could be federally-funded (Edgecombe, 2011). By
limiting federal dollars’ ability to pay for course credits, institutions reformed their
developmental education programs with processes that focused on student success for the
relevant gateway course by removing the required courses from the developmental
education course sequence altogether (CCRC, 2014b; Edgecombe, 2011). Evidence
suggested that reducing the length of sequences and accelerating students into collegelevel coursework faster was a positive and significant method of improving student
success (CCRC, 2014a; Edgecombe, 2011). Other colleges combined their developmental
education courses, which accelerated the coursework into intensive half-semester courses
(Weisburst et al., 2017). Furthermore, some institutions used adaptive instructional
software that allowed students to move through the required instructional modules at their
own pace (Bickerstaff et al., 2016). According to Daugherty et al. (2018), when students
move through multiple courses within one semester and receive differentiated instruction
types that apply to them, their individual academic needs are met. They are more
successful academically in comparison to their peers.
Having pre-set academic pathways established, such as Math Pathways, was
another common curriculum redesign used in community colleges (Alssid et al., 2002;
Nietzel, 2018). The math pathways program offers multiple math course options that
engage students with content relevant to their educational or career interests and meet or
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exceed the required mathematics credit, which has resulted in higher gateway course
completion rates (Alssid et al., 2002; Nietzel, 2018). Courses that develop academic and
workplace skills enable academically unprepared students to learn and apply job-relevant
knowledge (Alssid et al., 2002). With the numerous options, community colleges have to
implement an effective developmental curriculum. There was a growing movement of
implementing a corequisite-type program due to its’ overall success rates (Cho et al.,
2012).
Corequisite Programs
Corequisite programs have academically underprepared students enroll directly
into a college-level, credit-bearing course while simultaneously receiving additional
academic support (Cho et al., 2012). There are numerous ways corequisite programs can
be implemented at community colleges (Daugherty et al., 2018).
The Community College of Baltimore County was the first college to develop and
employ Accelerated Learning Programs (ALPs), one particular form of a corequisite
program (Daugherty et al., 2018). The ALP required students to enroll simultaneously in
a three-credit-hour, college-level course and a three-hour remedial course in the same
academic subject for students who were not college-prepared. Both courses had the same
instructor (Blake, 2016; Daugherty et al., 2018). This structure supported the student to
build the skill set necessary for success in the college-level course while getting college
credit at the same time (Daugherty et al., 2018).
Many institutions and students alike have seen the benefits of using a corequisite
program (Nietzel, 2018). Some colleges have provided supplementary academic support
through additional required lecture hours, study periods, and tutoring sessions (Goudas,
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2018). Complete College America (CCA) determined that when underprepared students
enter college-level courses at the same time as their peers through a corequisite program,
these non-proficient students were better positioned for success from the onset due to the
extra academic support and skill-development focus (Blake, 2016; CCA, 2016). The
corequisite program allowed students to proceed at a most suitable pace with additional
time and effort spent on the gateway course’s actual content, rather than the catch-up
material of the traditional developmental education curriculum (CCA, 2016; Nietzel,
2018).
Community colleges developed different options for setting up corequisite
programs (CCA, 2016). Some lengthened the college-level course from one to two
semesters and added credit hours to the course (CCA, 2016; Nietzel, 2018). Even though
this type of corequisite program may take longer for the student to complete, the extra
time and credit hours were spent at assigned study groups, guided tutoring discussions,
additional instructional time, computerized learning labs, or customized homework
problems (Blake, 2016; CCA, 2016). Students were provided with supplementary
practice with immediate and personalized feedback regarding their individual skill
development (Nietzel, 2018). Other colleges developed one-month long prep-courses at
no charge for extremely low academic students (Daugherty et al., 2018; Nietzel, 2018).
These courses were designed to deliver brief forms of remediation, which were carefully
tuned to the relevant gateway courses’ demands and could be completed in a short period
(Nietzel, 2018). Results from these corequisite programs were doubling and sometimes
tripling completion rates for gateway courses nationwide (CCA, 2016; Nietzel, 2018).
Early evidence on corequisite programs suggested they offer a promising solution to
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developmental education reform. Yet, each institution must research and choose the most
appropriate program for their institution, deciding what aspects and strategies would be
most effective for their students and applicable for their institution both budgetary and
academically before implementation should occur (Daugherty et al., 2018).
Nationwide Developmental Education Reform
Across the country, legislative bodies, and higher education institutions alike rethinking and re-develop how they address students’ readiness for success in college-level
courses (Daugherty et al., 2018). President Obama told the United States Congress of his
Completion Agenda, which stated America would once again have the highest proportion
of college graduates in the world (Lederman & Fain, 2017). At that same time, the AACC
(2012) furthered that call by asking all community colleges within the United States to
commit to increasing the overall number of college graduates nationwide by 50%
(AACC, 2012; McPhail, 2011). Complete College America collected data that directly
supported the president’s completion agenda (CCA, 2012). The CCA (2012) determined
that 68% of community college students enrolled in at least one developmental education
course. Yet, only 22% of those students completed their assigned sequences, and less
than 10% of them graduated within three years (CCA, 2012, 2016). Effective measures
needed to be implemented that improved these students’ outcomes (CCRC, 2014b).
CCA (2012) made recommendations to state legislatures on how to reform their
developmental education programs so students could successfully graduate from college
without having to sacrifice large amounts of time and money (Munsch et al., 2015).
According to the results from an Education Commission of the States (ECS) survey,
every state provided some type of funding for their community colleges to organize and
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teach a developmental education program; however, each state varied as to the policy by
which they were governed (Jenkins & Boswell, 2002). With the federal and external
agencies’ call to action, numerous states passed public Acts and Bills requiring their
community colleges to reform developmental programs by certain deadlines (Jenkins &
Boswell, 2002). This literature review limited its parameter to states that have issued
developmental education program reform legislation policies and community colleges
within those states that have successfully implemented corequisite programs. The
following states were highlighted in this literature review: Texas, California, Florida,
Massachusetts, and New York.
Texas
Among all the states, Texas was at the forefront of developmental curriculum
reform by providing effective student support services and programs for underprepared
students for almost ten years (Daugherty et al., 2018). Texas implemented several
reforms statewide, including common college readiness standards, holistic advising, noncourse-based options, corequisite programs, accelerated instructional approaches, and
funding applications that have encouraged developmental curriculum acceleration and
reform (Daugherty et al., 2018). The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
(THECB) adopted the Closing the Gaps plan, which had established four goals to close
the gaps in student participation, success, excellence, and research THECB (2014). Texas
closed most of the gaps by the targeted deadline, yet some benchmarks within the goals
were not fully met (THECB, 2016).
Non-course-based options (NCBOs) were also introduced in Texas, which
delivered funding to institutions that provided academic support outside of the traditional
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classroom instructional model (THECB, 2016). Senate Bill 162 required all institutions to
offer at least one NCBO and all students to be co-enrolled in a college-level course with
some academic support in the same subject area during the same semester (Daugherty et
al., 2018). The state legislature passed House Bill 1244, which granted the THECB
(2016) to establish a single set of standards for college readiness statewide that,
consequently, caused all Texas’ community colleges to reform their curriculum and
implement a corequisite program (Nietzel, 2018; THECB, 2016). Texas had strengthened
their overall holistic advising process by requiring institutions to use at least one
additional resource besides test scores to improve student placement accuracy and
required all of their public institutions to integrate exit-level reading and writing courses
into a single course (Daugherty et al., 2018; THECB, 2016). The Texas Governor signed
House Bill 2223, which required all Texas colleges to rapidly scale-up their corequisite
programs to reduce the number of students enrolled in developmental courses within the
next three years (Scott-Clayton et al., 2014). This Bill also mandated that 75% of the
developmental curriculum be provided using corequisites (Daugherty et al., 2018; ScottClayton et al., 2014.).
Daugherty et al. (2018) completed two separate two-year studies that focused on
implementing corequisites at pre-assigned Texas’ community colleges. One study used a
randomized control trial (RCT) with five colleges, while the other study implemented
statewide research that involved thirty-one colleges (Daugherty et al., 2018). The RCT
study chose colleges that had implemented corequisites with one-credit-hour supports
attached to a college-level English course. In contrast, the statewide study examined all
corequisite courses that were attached to a college-level English course (Daugherty et al.,

25
2018). Qualitative data were collected from faculty focus groups and administrator
interviews in the RCT study, while one-hour phone interview data were collected in the
statewide study (Daugherty et al., 2018). After reviewing all of the collected data, five
common types of corequisite programs were identified along with some challenges
within the programs: paired course, extended instructional time, Accelerated Learning
Program (ALP), academic support service, and technology-mediated support (Alssid et
al., 2002; CCCSE, 2014; Daugherty et al., 2018). These studies concluded that
corequisites offer a promising solution to developmental curriculum reform. Yet, many
unanswered questions and challenges about which type of corequisite program is the
most effective and cost-effective persist (Daugherty et al., 2018). Many of the
interviewees in the statewide study voiced their concern over the lack of dedicated statefunded resources to design and implement corequisite programs (Daugherty et al., 2018).
These interviewees felt funding was needed to pay faculty and others to design the
corequisites, participate in professional development, and use continuous improvement
efforts to refine the corequisite implementation over time (Daugherty et al., 2018).
Neither of these studies noted how implementing a corequisite program affected the
finances of any of the colleges involved. One of the RCT group colleges was chosen as
part of the sample population for the pilot study.
California
The California State University (CSU) system created the Early Assessment
Program (EAP), which had the goal of having California’s high school graduates enter
college fully prepared to begin college-level study (Tierney & Garcia, 2008). The EAP
provided high school juniors with assessment opportunities that measured their readiness
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for college-level English and mathematics (Rodriguez et al., 2016; Tierney & Garcia,
2008). Those students who did not pass the EAP were to enroll in additional English or
mathematics courses during their senior year to improve upon their skills to be collegelevel ready when they graduated (Tierney & Garcia, 2008). Early evidence indicated that
developmental education reforms were accomplishing their goals of increasing numbers
of first-time English and math students enrolling directly into college-level courses
(Rodriguez et al., 2016).
Senate Bill 81 was passed, establishing the Basic Skills and Student Outcomes
Transformation program (Rodriguez et al., 2018). This program used grant monies for
colleges to adopt or expand the use of evidence-based models for basic skills assessment,
placement, instruction, and student establish support over a multi-year period (Rodriguez
et al., 2016). Then the Legislative Council on Higher Education passed Assembly Bill
705, which had several different components (Rodriguez et al., 2018; Scott-Clayton,
2012). All institutions within the state were to establish a process that minimized
developmental course placement, redesign the curriculum that maximized college-level
coursework being completed within a one-year timeframe, and require the use of high
school information in the placement process (Rodriguez et al., 2018; Scott-Clayton,
2012). The main goal was to eliminate all non-credit developmental courses in
California’s community colleges and replace them with corequisites (Gordon, 2017;
Henson, Huntsman, et al., 2017; Rodriguez et al., 2018). At the time, about 80% of
California’s community college students were enrolled in at least one developmental
course. The financial cost of providing wide-scale developmental education within the
CSU system was considerable (Gordon, 2017; Tierney & Garcia, 2011). California’s
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community colleges’ developmental courses did not confer credit towards a degree; these
courses only added to the time and cost it took to earn a degree (Rodriguez et al., 2018).
The multiple measures component of AB 705 moved California’s community
colleges toward the development and implementation of a statewide common assessment
process in addition to the curriculum redesign efforts taking place (Gordon, 2017;
Rodriguez et al., 2018; Scott-Clayton, 2012). The redesign included co-curricular support
being embedded into courses to improve the likelihood of student success further and
increase on-time graduation timelines (Gordon, 2017; Henson, Huntsman, et al., 2017).
According to a study by Rodriguez et al. (2018), early results of AB 705’s
implementation in California’s community colleges showed great promise. Still,
additional research is needed to narrow the equity gaps, support professional
development, provide effective support structures, and take the necessary steps to
accommodate increasing enrollment numbers in transfer-level courses. This study noted
that it was estimated that the CSU System spends approximately $42 million per year in
statewide remedial education funding, which is sizable (CCCSE, 2014; Rodriguez et al.,
2016). Nonetheless, no report was available on how the implementation of a corequisite
program directly affected any California community college’s finances. One college from
the Rodriguez et al.’s study that had successfully implemented a corequisite program was
chosen as part of the pilot study sample population.
Florida
Florida’s Senate began passing legislation to help underprepared students reach
and succeed in college-level courses more quickly (Smith, 2019a). The state’s
developmental education reform movement began by making college placement testing
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mandatory for most eleventh graders within the state (CCA, 2012; Smith, 2019a). This
process resulted in high school seniors who did not make the minimum cut score for
college-level placement being required to enroll in additional courses during their senior
year to address their remedial needs (CCA, 2012). Florida passed a Senate Bill that
required all state institutions to offer more flexible options for non-exempt students, no
longer require recent high school graduates to take the state’s standard placement test or
to enroll in non-credit developmental courses, and require all first-time entering freshmen
to see an advisor to register (Scott-Clayton, 2012; Smith, 2019a).
Consequently, institutions began restructuring their credit-bearing courses with
embedded supplemental academic assistance such as additional tutoring designed to
improve the students’ academic performance in college-level courses and adding special
sections of gateway courses with additional credits and time (Brower et al., 2017; Vandal,
2014). Brower et al. (2017) performed a one-year study that applied the corequisite
concept of scaffolding to the math curriculum in the context of policy change for
underprepared students who were at risk of dropping out or failing their gateway courses.
Focus group data were collected from ten Florida community colleges, representing
different states (Brower et al., 2017). After applying holistic scaffolding, which
incorporated the curriculum with several other student experience aspects such as
advising, classroom practices, and academic support, the findings demonstrate that
greater student choice in math course pathways is not necessarily beneficial for all
students (Brower et al., 2017). This study’s overall outcomes recommend institutions
using clear course sequencing, structured math curriculum, and seamless integration of
support services with classroom instruction, particularly within gateway math courses
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(AACC, 2014; Brower et al., 2017). This study did not explore how the application of a
corequisite program affected the finances of any of the institutions involved. One college
that had effectively implemented a corequisite approach was chosen to be part of the pilot
study sample population.
Massachusetts
Massachusetts’ Higher Education Commissioner stated how he was greatly
concerned that the state was spending $30 million a year on a developmental program
that seemed more like a ‘black hole’ for students because once they got in the program,
they never seem to come out (Larkin, 2018). Nearly 80% of Massachusetts first-time
entering students were being placed into developmental courses statewide due to their
placement test scores. Less than 17% of those students completed a college-level course
after two years (Larkin, 2018). The Commonwealth of Massachusetts Board of Higher
Education announced the Vision Project, which set a goal for all of their public colleges
to have 75% of their students complete a college-level math course within their first year
of enrollment (Perez et al., 2018).
To achieve this goal, some colleges began tailoring their gateway mathematics
courses to the students’ majors to introduce them to the skills needed in their future
studies and careers (Jung, 2018). Other colleges began using students’ high school GPAs
to bypass students needing to take a developmental course, even if there was no
placement test score (Jung, 2018). At the state level, changes were made that directly
assisted disadvantaged students in the urban high schools committed to attending college
by financially supporting the corequisite programs colleges were implementing (Larkin,
2018). Some colleges began implementing corequisite courses, which provided two
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additional hours of weekly review designed to fill in possible knowledge gaps while
supporting the course’s objectives (Jung, 2018; Larkin, 2018). These two extra hours per
week were intended to save students time because getting through developmental math
courses had typically taken at least three semesters (Jung, 2018).
Statewide, initial results of implementation showed students in corequisite courses
were performing as good as their peers. The college-level mathematics’ passing rate had
more than doubled after the corequisite courses (Jung, 2018). Massachusetts’ Higher
Education Commissioner had hoped these efforts would more quickly lead students to
graduation and, consequently, better-paying jobs (Jung, 2018). Even though several
Massachusetts’ community colleges have successfully implemented corequisite courses,
no research had reported how these curriculum changes had impacted any of the
community colleges’ finances. One of the most well-known colleges using a corequisite
program in Massachusetts was chosen to be part of the pilot study sample population.
New York
The CUNY established a Remediation Task Force to analyze why nearly 80% of
first-time freshmen statewide needed remediation in at least one subject and within three
years had a graduation rate of only 21% (Butrymowicz, 2017; CCCSE, 2014). This Task
Force was charged with making recommendations to reform the state’s developmental
course placement process and instruction practices (Butrymowicz, 2017). Despite the
state’s low success rates, there was one inner-city community college who had a
traditional student population of being 90% minority and over 70% of their students
received need-based financial aid, while having a graduation rate of 50% (Blake, 2016;
Butrymowicz, 2017; CUNY, 2008).
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The CUNY (2008) implemented the corequisite program of embedding academic
skill-building into all of the first-year curricula and required all first-year freshmen to
enroll in these credit-based courses; there were no remedial courses available (Blake,
2016). This program allowed non-proficient students to advance towards their degree
requirements while gaining the skills needed to read and write critically and use
quantitative reasoning skills (Long & Boatman, 2013). For example, to receive collegelevel writing credit, students had to pass both a midterm and end of course exam (Blake,
2016). Research shows that non-proficient students, who take standard credit-bearing
courses with proficient students, benefit significantly from the differentiated learning
environment and consistently perform better than similar students who took the highestlevel developmental course before enrolling in college-level writing courses (Cho et al.,
2012). To achieve these statistics, students at this inner-city community college were
required to attend a two-week summer orientation program, enroll as full-time in their
first year, and be placed in cohort groups (Butrymowicz, 2017).
Some of this college’s defining curriculum included restructuring the semesters
into shorter modules, incorporating student development and work-place education in
their first-year program, and the full-scale implementation of learning communities
(CUNY, 2008). These learning communities comprised no more than seventy-five
students, each with a faculty member from English, mathematics, social sciences, and
either a librarian or advisor assigned to each student for their entire freshman year (Blake,
2016). This high-touch, high-support model included mandatory full-time enrollment,
combined academic and student support services, a guided pathway approach to courses,
limited majors, utilization of ePortfolios, applied learning pedagogy, opportunities for
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service learning, and experimental activities. A continuous calendar of four courses per
semester for students to advance their learning without interruption (CUNY, 2008).
Throughout their freshman year, the students who initially did not score proficient in
reading, writing, and mathematics were provided the opportunity to prepare to retake
those exams (CUNY, 2008). This strengths-based approach program required additional
student contact hours with skilled faculty prepared to offer scaffolded instruction
approaches to meet the students’ learning needs and the course’s learning outcomes
(Blake, 2016). According to the Center for College Effectiveness (CCE), freshmen who
enrolled at this college during three years attained proficiency level while earning college
credits, demonstrating how the corequisite learning approach has a positive outcome and
continually shows increasing successes (Blake, 2016). The data collected from this one
community college clearly illustrated how embedded remediation is effective in direct
skill and knowledge building (Blake, 2016; CUNY, 2008). None of the data collected by
the CCE discussed how the embedded remediation program affected the institution’s
finances. This inner-city community college was chosen to be part of the sample
population for the pilot study.
Summary
A clear pattern of concern developed after reviewing and analyzing the numerous
state mandates and actions of community colleges. Support for non-proficient students
may be necessary, but the need for immediate and drastic changes in the current
developmental curriculum is evident (CCA, 2016, 2017). The studies reviewed
demonstrated how the implementation of corequisite programs positively and
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significantly impacts non-proficient students. Nonetheless, no data was reported that
discussed how a corequisite implementation directly affects a community college’s
finances.
Remediation Costs
Discussions took place between higher education administrators and state
legislatures regarding the effectiveness and value of developmental education (Bailey,
2009; Bailey et al., 2010; CCA, 2017; Schak et al., 2017). Those discussions have
concluded that developmental education programs need to be evaluated concerning its
significant cost and poor outcomes (AACC, 2014; Bailey, 2009). With more than one
million students taking developmental education courses every year, this costs the nation
more than $2 billion annually, according to a study by the Alliance for Excellent
Education, with direct costs calculating at $3.6 billion for both students and institutions
(Amos, 2008; Bettinger et al., 2013). Developmental education programs may be too
costly, especially with having negative long-term results (Bailey, 2009; Schak et al.,
2017). There is a growing concern about the financial drain developmental education
programs have on the students, institutions, and society (Bailey, 2009; Bettinger & Long,
2007).
When a student must detour into developmental education courses to complete
their degree, there are costs to the student that are both direct and hidden (Bautsch, 2011;
Parker et al., 2010). While students take non-college-credit courses, their direct costs
include tuition, fees, books, and other educational items (Wellman et al., 2012). More
often than not, much of a student’s financial aid eligibility is sacrificed to pay for these
expenses, which lessens the availability when they finally take their required college-
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level courses (Schak et al., 2017). When students have to extend their timeline to
graduation, they must forego potential job earnings (Wellman et al., 2012). Many times,
these additional expenses and low earning levels cause students to acquire low selfesteem and reach high levels of frustration (Wellman, 2011). These hidden costs or side
effects of taking developmental education courses usually are one of the main causes for
students to drop out altogether (Parker et al., 2010). The potential high level of debt or
student loan balance creates an increased debt burden, limiting their career choices if they
drop out (Johnson, 2012).
Instructional costs are the primary institutional expense for developmental
education courses, even with low-paid adjunct instructors being the primary instructional
source (Wellman, 2011). The institution not only loses tuition and fee revenue when
students drop out but lose the money already spent on initially recruiting those students
(Wellman et al., 2012).
Many are concerned about the societal cost of not having developmental
education programs would cost taxpayers more by supporting uneducated individuals
(CCA, 2017; Schak et al., 2017). According to the AACC, 2012, the United States has
underproduced postsecondary graduates for the past forty years, contributing
substantially to income inequality (AACC, 2012). Unless the forecast changes, society
will have higher levels of individuals on government dependency, unemployment rates,
crime rates, incarceration numbers, and costs associated with these types of groups
(AACC, 2012; Bailey & Jaggars, 2016; Bettinger & Long, 2009). The social costs of not
offering any type of academic remediation are likely to be much higher than the programs
themselves (Bettinger & Long, 2007). In a study by Ma et al. (2016), educational and

35
employment trends were analyzed. This study determined that individuals with higher
education levels earn more, pay more taxes, and are more likely than those with no
education to be employed (Ma et al., 2016). With many community colleges across the
nation redesigning their developmental programs, these evidence-based redesigns shorten
the time spent to earn a degree while providing the needed academic support and skillbuilding strategies students need to be successful college graduates (CCA, 2017; Schak et
al., 2017).

Synthesis and Critique of Research Literature
Throughout this literature review, the central theme documents how a corequisitetype of curriculum exhibits significant improvement in educational achievement. Even
so, little research has been completed that has determined the impact a corequisite
curriculum implementation has on a community college’s finances.
This literature review pointed out that developmental education’s cost varies
across colleges, as each institutions’ reform costs differ (Bettinger & Long, 2007).
Bettinger and Long (2009) suggested that developmental education institutional expenses
come from three main categories: class size, faculty compensation, and technology. Large
class sizes taught by adjuncts, or teaching assistants, were far less expensive than were
the smaller class sizes taught by full-time professors (Johnson, 2012; Parker et al., 2010).
Unfortunately, large class sizes could not provide the additional educational support
needed for a corequisite course due to the student/faculty ratio (Bettinger & Long, 2007).
There were costs for compensating faculty for their time to redesign the curriculum,
attend applicable professional development, and possibly take on additional course loads,
at least initially (Bettinger & Long, 2009). The costs of enhancing technology and
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upgrading equipment also directly affect providing corequisite courses (Schak et al.,
2017). According to the Arkansas Department of Higher Education (ADHE),
developmental education was almost one-third less costly than the core academic
programs. It was approximately 25% of all expenditures at community colleges
(Bettinger & Long, 2009). At the CUNY (2008), tuition and student financial aid covered
two-thirds of the remediation costs, with the city and state funding providing the rest
(Long & Boatman, 2013). Yet, institutions in some states have passed the developmental
education program costs directly to the students. For example, Florida required students
to pay the full cost of their developmental education coursework, which was an expense
four times greater than the regular tuition rate (Bettinger & Long, 2007; CCA, 2012).
Nonetheless, changes to a higher education curricular program directly impacted that
institution (CCA, 2016).

Review and Critique of Research Methods
This study is built upon the information reviewed in the literature by focusing on
how the implementation of a corequisite program impacted a community college’s
finances. The detailed impact is relatively unknown, according to the available literature.
Consequently, a pilot study was conducted, followed by a case study used to collect the
components necessary to answer this study’s research question. There were five key
institutions noted throughout this literature review, with each of them having notoriety
concerning implementing a corequisite program. These were the community colleges
chosen as the sample population for the pilot study. The Methods chapter described the
pilot study’s procedures and participants. The results from the pilot study highlighted an
exemplar institution that had implemented a corequisite program. This particular college
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was then showcased in the case study, which discussed how implementing a corequisite
program affected its finances. This case study results are meant to provide community
college administrators with the data and guidance necessary to be better informed when
choosing the best option of corequisite implementation for their institution (Daugherty et
al., 2018).

Summary of the Research Literature
This scholarly research literature review provided support and background for
developmental education program reform, presented various reform programs
applications and demonstrated numerous instances of how a corequisite program had
been implemented at community colleges across the United States. This literature review
presented the need for additional research to be performed regarding how implementing a
developmental education reform directly affected a community college’s finances.
Understanding how a community college’s finances are affected when implementing a
corequisite program helps higher education administrators consider corequisite program
options that effectively increase student success while managing the community college’s
finances (Brakoniecki et al., 2014; Daugherty et al., 2018).

CHAPTER 3
METHODS
Introduction
The purpose of this research study was to investigate how the reform of a
corequisite developmental education program affects a community college’s finances. A
sample population was selected and used in a pilot study based upon a literature review
of community colleges nationwide that implemented a corequisite program. After the
data were collected and analyzed from the pilot study, an exemplar institution was
determined for a case study report. Results from this case study are intended to answer
the following research question: How were the finances of a community college impacted
when a corequisite developmental, educational reform was implemented? This study’s
research method, participants, procedures, instruments, measures, the researcher’s role,
data collection, and analysis are presented in this chapter.

Research Method
A qualitative research method was used to investigate how a community college’s
finances are impacted by implementing a corequisite developmental education program.
This research method was selected because it enabled data to be collected to construct
frequencies or themes that yielded generalizable trends and provided for the
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opportunity of in-depth participant interpretations of experiences (Creswell, 2009). Data
collected from the pilot study’s open-ended questionnaire was analyzed to determine an
exemplary institution for the case study. Written correspondence was collected, reviewed,
and presented in the case study report.

Sample Population and Participants
The sample population used for the pilot study consisted of five higher education
institutions. These community colleges implemented a corequisite program and were
highlighted as a model college within their state. These institutions were selected using
both criterion-based sampling and purposive sampling with the following criteria: (a)
participated in a developmental, educational reform; (b) implemented a corequisite
program; (c) emphasized as a state’s model institution for embedded remediation reform;
and (d) provided the researcher with access to relevant documents and participants to
assist in answering this study’s research question (Palinkas et al., 2016). Even though this
study’s participants were from various populations and institutions, they were selected for
a particular purpose (Etikan et al., 2016). Together, these two sampling methods allowed
for the recruitment of a small, specifically-targeted sample population.
The higher education professionals who were initially contacted by email at each
institution were considered the pilot study participants. This process then led to the
identification of an exemplar institution for the case study. Throughout the pilot study,
these participants’ identification remained anonymous, and the institutions’ information
provided was kept strictly confidential. Each institution in the pilot study was referred to
by the state in which they reside, to keep the identification of the sample population
anonymous: Texas Community College (TCC), California Community College (CCC),
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Florida Community College (FCC), Massachusetts Community College (MCC), and New
York Community College (NYCC). Triangulation was used to verify the self-reported
data provided from each institution’s website and peer-reviewed studies using the NCES
(2014) and IPEDS (2016), a public database of colleges universities nationwide. If
conflicts in data resulted, IPEDS and NCES data were used instead of the self-reported
data.
The Exemplar College
The institution selected for the exemplar college in the case study was the CCC,
located in San Diego, California. This open admissions college is accredited by the
Western Association of Schools and Colleges and offers over 140-degree programs (Hern
& Snell, 2017). Before their curriculum reform, the CCC had used only placement test
scores to assess a student’s readiness for college-level math and English courses (Henson,
Huntsman, et al., 2017). Students deemed underprepared were placed into multi-level
sequences of remedial courses (Henson, Hern et al., 2017). Since the college
implemented a corequisite program and reformed their student placement policies, one
hundred percent of this college’s incoming students are eligible to enroll in transfer-level
math and English corequisite courses, no matter their college-level preparedness
coursework (Henson, Huntsman, et al., 2017).
This CCC has free tuition and fee waiver programs established to assist students
in paying the full-time tuition rate of approximately $1,500 per semester
(https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/). According to IPEDS (2016), 23% of the students
are enrolled full-time, and 73% receive financial aid assistance. Currently, this college
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maintains a 69% retention rate for first-time entering students and has achieved a 31%
graduation rate (https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/).

Procedures
The following procedures were followed to answer this study’s research question.
A pilot study followed by a case study was completed. The pilot study began with a
questionnaire emailed to the top-level administrators within the sample population.
Follow-up emails were sent to participants who did not respond within two weeks after
sending the initial email correspondence. After one additional week, those participants
were considered as non-responders. After the appropriate time elapsed, the researcher
determined the pilot study was complete. All of the collected data were reviewed and
analyzed to determine the exemplar institution to be used for the case study. Additional
information was collected by email from the exemplar institution to answer the study’s
research question in more detail.

Instruments and Measures
The instruments used in this research study were a questionnaire and a follow-up
email. An initial email with a questionnaire attached was sent to all participants within
the sample population. That email mentioned the researcher’s background, the research
study’s title, the purpose for the study, the study’s significance, why their particular
institution was chosen for this pilot study, and emphasized the confidentiality of any
information provided. Appendix A contains the sample email.
The questionnaire was designed to inform the participants of how their
information would be used in the study. This questionnaire had three open-ended
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questions that requested the participants’ knowledge regarding (1) the reason for
implementing a corequisite program, (2) the steps are taken to implement the corequisite
program fully, and (3) how that restructuring impacted their institution’s finances. The
questionnaire also included the study’s research question, specified that participation was
voluntary, and confirmed that participants’ and institutions’ identities would remain
anonymous. Two options for returning the completed questionnaire were listed, and the
researcher’s contact information was included. Appendix C contains the questionnaire.
The case study’s exemplar institution was chosen according to the questionnaire’s
responses.
Role of the Researcher
The researcher’s role necessitated identifying the researcher’s background,
personal values, assumptions, and biases at the onset of this study. I have worked in
education for 28 years, with the last fifteen being in higher education. Additionally, I
hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Elementary Education and two Master of Education
degrees, one in Elementary Education and the other in Educational Administration and
Supervision. None of the sample population’s institutions or the participants in this study
have any direct relationship with myself. This study involved a qualitative method of
research. The participants responded independently to the questionnaire without any of
my biases affecting their responses.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of this qualitative study was to determine how the implementation of
a corequisite developmental education program directly impacts the finances of a
community college. This study first conducted a pilot study, which, in turn, identified an
institution for a qualitative case study. This research study addressed how implementing a
corequisite developmental program directly affected the finances of a community college.

Analysis of Data
A pilot study was conducted, leading to a case study report to answer the study’s
research question while staying connected to its purpose. The data collected were
reviewed and analyzed to derive a valid response to this study’s research question. The
pilot study initially contacted higher education administrators at five separate community
colleges across the United States. This communication was executed through emails.
Through this process, an exemplar institution was selected for a case study.
An outline for the case study was crafted according to the pilot study’s data. This
framework was designed to organize the information provided thus far, to determine what
information was still needed, and to meld with this study’s research question and
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purpose. In completing this framework, it was determined that a follow-up interview with
the participant was necessary.
A list of questions was designed to clarify previously collected data and gather
additional detailed information. The following questions were provided to the
participants:
(1) According to an article provided for this study, you were quoted as saying that
the changes that took place were not expensive. Could you describe how your
institution’s placement policy changes and remedial course structure reform
directly impacted the different areas of your college’s finances? These are
enrollment numbers, student tuition costs/fees, faculty workloads, and
institutional income and expenses.
(2) Describe the positive and negative reactions or any issues that arose from
faculty, administration, students, and the community due to the remedial
course structure and placement policy changes.
This information yielded detailed answers to the follow-up questions and clarified
the previously collected data, which allowed the case study to be completed.

Presentation of Results
Based on the pilot study’s analysis, supplemental documents’ evidence, follow-up
questions information, and triangulation verification from the NCES (2014) and IPEDS
(2016) webpages, key insights developed which provided a unique perspective towards
the development of a case study report on this exemplar higher education community
college. With a focus on this study’s research question and purpose, the following case
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study describes the institution, its administration, steps taken to implement the reform,
the implementation results, and how it directly impacted their college’s finances.
Case Study – Institution and Administration
This CCC is located in San Diego, California. During the pilot study, this
college’s current President volunteered supplemental materials such as news releases,
institutional publications, and peer-reviewed articles written about the college, which
supported several aspects of this case study. The college’s vision of Learning for the
Future and its mission to serve a diverse community of students who seek to benefit from
the college’s wide range of educational programs and services directly support this
research study’s significance.
Case Study – Reform at a CCC
This CCC was an early adopter regarding student placement policy reform and
developmental education course restructuring (Henson, Hern et al., 2017). The steps
taken to resolve the issues were practical, in-depth, yet simplistic (Barnes, 2017). This
community college reformed its developmental education course structure and student
placement policies (Hern & Snell, 2017). In doing so, the college initiated three changes
in the areas of assessment/student placement, developmental education course offerings,
and student learning environments (Henson, Huntsman et al., 2017; Kersey et al., 2018):


Adopt the best of multiple measures placement policy. This process placed
students in courses based on test scores or a self-reported high school GPA,
whichever was higher. Transcript verification was no longer required during
the student assessment and placement process.
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Eliminate all developmental education courses and allow seemingly
underprepared students to enroll directly in college-level math and English
courses embedded with tailored academic support.



Teach math and English courses through brains on activities in a
collaborative, student-centered learning environment with attention to the
affective side of learning. A new Math Pathways program was launched that
linked the college-level math courses to a two-unit concurrent support
structure. This structure allowed the college-level course and concurrent
support to be taught by the same instructor in sections scheduled back-toback.

According to the president, the changes made were not as expensive as one would
think (Barnes, 2017). CCC became known as an Early Implementer College due to being
one of only three community colleges in the state has registered an increase of at least
twenty percentage points in their share of first-time math students enrolling directly into
transfer-level math courses (Henson, Hern et al., 2017). That following year, this college
accomplished the same for all the English courses (Hern & Snell, 2017). The new course
offerings not only provided an alternative to the traditional math and English sequences
for students pursuing different majors, but these courses were transferrable and offered
tailored academic support to students when needed (Henson, Huntsman, et al., 2017).
Case Study – Results at a CCC
These pioneering new learning approaches increased the college’s student course
completion rates and tripled the college’s number of degrees, certificates, and transfers
(CCRC, 2014b; Kersey et al., 2018; https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/). As shown in
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Figure 1, the CCC had a strong increase in direct access to transfer-level math and
English courses (Henson, Hern et al., 2017).

Figure 1 Percent of First-Time Students Having Direct Access to College-Level Courses

CCC’s results illustrate what students can achieve when a college transforms its
remediation structure and placement policies (Barnes, 2017). First-time entering
freshmen who enrolled in college-level math plus concurrent supported courses had a
67% success rate (Henson, Huntsman et al., 2017; Kersey et al., 2018). This completion
rate for college-level math was almost seven times higher than the rate for students who
had started below college-level math one year earlier (Henson, Huntsman, et al., 2017).
In just one year after implementing the corequisite pathways courses, this college’s
completion rates increased (Barnes, 2017). Students taking business and STEM courses
were six times higher, while students enrolled in statistics courses were seven times
higher (Henson, Huntsman, et al., 2017). The college’s largest gain in completion rates
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was among those students who would have had to complete a series of remedial courses
before enrolling in college-level courses due to their placement test scores (Henson,
Huntsman, et al., 2017). Figure 2 displays the completion rates of first-time students in
concurrent support courses.
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Figure 2 First-time Students’ Completion Rates in Concurrent Support Courses
Case Study – Costs of Reform
According to the CCC’s administration, large amounts of money and time were
wasted on the institution and students before this reform transpired (Henson, Huntsman et
al., 2017). This remediation cost was also noticed at the state level by the interim
executive director for the Central Valley Education Consortium.
After the CCC’s reform was in place and fully operational, the college reviewed
how this reform impacted its finances. One portion of the institutional expenses was from
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upfront costs related to technology. Their information technology staff had to input the
new corequisite courses, new prerequisites for other non-math and non-English courses,
and configure the use of high school data for course placement into the college’s student
management system.
The second area of institutional expense was professional development. All
faculty needed to be trained in developing innovative lesson plans and course materials in
student-centered pedagogical practices. A community of practice (COP) model was
employed to provide instructional and student services personnel training opportunities.
President Barnes stated how faculty reported. The pedagogical reforms, such as
productive struggle and group work to solve problems with students essentially learning
from one another, have been more impactful than simply creating the corequisite support
courses (J. Barnes, personal communication, September 15, 2020). The college used
funds from the Basic Skills Student Outcomes Transformation (BSSOT) grant, which
supported the COP model for professional development and mitigated many professional
development expenses (Henson, Huntsman, et al., 2017). The CCC led the state with
these reform efforts when there were not many models or best practices to follow;
therefore, the college needed to invest money in professional development to support the
faculty in the co-creating of these courses. Since then, we have trained many colleges and
shared our curricula. There are so many resources available now that colleges do not need
to invest as much in professional development (J. Barnes, personal communication,
September 15, 2020).
There was a slight decrease in this CCC’s developmental education courses’
enrollment after the new reform was in place due to an overall reduction in the number of
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sections offered along with a substantial increase occurring in the number of students
enrolled in the college-level, corequisite courses (J. Barnes, personal communication,
September 15, 2020). The college’s current president reflected about a convocation a
couple of years ago; I pulled the numbers. It was something like we were offering half as
many sections, but there were twice as many students in transfer-level classes. Let that
sink in (J. Barnes, personal communication, September 15, 2020).

Interpretation of Findings
This research study’s main purpose was to investigate how implementing a
corequisite program directly affects the finances at a community college. Once the data
were collected, summarized, and analyzed, answers to this study’s research question
determined that when a corequisite program was implemented at the community college,
the institutional expenses initially increased slightly, but only during the restructuring
period. The college’s enrollment in developmental courses decreased, but long-term
income and overall institutional enrollment remained unchanged.
According to this research, there were several reasons for the short-term increase
of institutional expenses: faculty teaching loads were shifted, college-level corequisite
courses with tailored academic support programs were created, specific professional
development was provided to all faculty and student services staff, and there were some
initial technology expenditures required to reprogram the student management system.

Limitations of the Study
The data were gathered from administrators at a single institution during a
specific point in time. Data collected in this manner with a limited number of participants
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restricted the study’s applicability (Creswell, 2009). A second limitation was who
received the questionnaire, when it was sent, and the timeline available to answer the
questions. These were the only factors I could control. The mood or frame of mind the
participant is in, be it good or bad, could directly affect a participant’s answers (Creswell,
2009).

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Introduction
This chapter discussed the study’s purpose, research problem, and research
question related to the findings. These findings also reviewed this study through a
theoretical lens, and the implications are discussed. This chapter culminates with
recommendations for policy, practice, and further research.
This qualitative research study aimed to explore how implementing an embedded
corequisite program directly impacts the finances at a community college. This study
aimed to provide a researched-based data analysis while discovering a promising
educational practice that may be appropriate for other community colleges as they plan to
reform their developmental education programs.

Synthesis of Findings
The research questions guided this study’s major findings. The purpose of this
study was to investigate how an organizational change impacts a community college’s
finances. According to this study’s research, the organizational change focused on when a
college implemented a corequisite pathway program to reform its developmental
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education program. This study’s findings highlight how a community college’s finances
are impacted when a corequisite program had been implemented.
The first finding indicated that the institution had immediate upfront costs. These
institutional expenses were necessary to allow the new program to be fully operational.
According to the data collected, these expenses were due to several different factors. One
of the larger expense factors was the reprogramming of the college’s student management
system. The college’s information technology department had to upgrade and reformat
the entire system. First, data fields were inserted so high school GPAs, and other high
school data could be entered. Second, new prerequisite courses had been outlined for the
non-math and non-English courses because the old prerequisite courses were now
obsolete—these new course requirements needed to be inputted into the system. Finally,
the newly created corequisite pathways courses had to be keyed into the system. All of
this reformatting and reprogramming took time, which cost money.
A second major expense factor was the professional development needed to train
all student services personnel and faculty. The student services staff needed to be
proficient in using the new upgraded version of the student management system to enroll
them properly. The faculty needed to be competent in creating and delivering innovative
lesson plans. They needed to employ the necessary course materials and activities that
exercised student-centered pedagogical practices. This professional development assisted
in the restructuring of the college-level courses into corequisite pathways courses. Each
corequisite course had a tailored academic support program that paired directly with the
associated college-level course. For the new program to be successful in the long term,
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the administration dedicated a portion of the annual budget to continued professional
development for all faculty and student services staff.
A second finding for this study implied that the institution’s finances’ income side
was not affected by implementing the corequisite pathways program. The data
collected found no significant change to tuition or any income-bearing aspect of the
college. However, a significant decrease in developmental course sections was offered
with a significant increase in enrollment numbers and student completion rates for
the new corequisite pathways courses. At the time of the study, it was unknown if this
increase will be maintained in the long term or not. The hypothesis crafted
for the research question was: Initially, the institutional expenses would increase
as the newly restructured corequisite program was implemented. This study’s
findings support this hypothesis.

Situated in a Larger Context
This research study aimed to determine how implementing a corequisite program
impacted a community college’s finances. This study’s results produced findings that
provided baseline data for higher education administrators and other institutional
decision-makers to refer to as curriculum programs. Budgets were perpetually evolving
based on the institution’s changing needs and students.
The data analysis produced results that demonstrate significant findings for higher
education administrators, especially those who desire insight into how successful
corequisite programs impact a community college’s finances. This study’s findings
determine that implementing a corequisite program had minimal effect on a community
college’s finances. In the short-term, the institutional expenses increase mainly due to
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initial and one-time set-up costs. The long-term effects indicate the potential for
increased enrollment with higher retention and completion rates. According to the
research, depending upon the state’s productivity funding formula, the institution’s
income may shift due to the potential of having higher graduation and retention rates.
This evidence and the results from other significant studies in the literature review
provide higher education administrators with meaningful verification that implementing a
corequisite program at a community college minimally affects the institution’s finances
yet has the potential of having positive, long-lasting effects on student success. This
study is supported by previous research findings related to successful corequisite
programs implemented nationwide.
According to the results from Daugherty et al. (2018) study involving TCC, there
were five different types of corequisite models used, several challenges became evident
when a co-requisite program was implemented, and the strategies for implementation
were found to be costly. More specifically, this study determined that there was limited
funding available along with an unfunded state-mandated for the design and
implementation of a corequisite program (Daugherty et al., 2018). These results parallel
this study’s findings regarding the required initial cost to implement the corequisite
program and the challenges that coincide with that implementation. The findings from a
study by Brakoniecki et al. (2014) are different in subtle, nuanced ways and do not
necessarily support this study’s findings. Brakoniecki et al. (2014) analyzed how seven
Connecticut community colleges implemented a state mandate to deliver a developmental
education curriculum program using one of three tiers of instruction. This study’s
preliminary findings suggest that the student enrolled in college-level courses with
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intensive and embedded academic support do somewhat better than those in the
conventional developmental education courses, which is a qualified success in the short
term (Brakoniecki et al., 2014). This aspect of the findings does support the use of a
corequisite program. However, this study’s suggested further research calls for data to be
collected and analyzed to determine if there is any relationship between the types of
strategies employed and their effects on student success and the calculated cost of putting
those elements in place on a large scale. This suggested research is primarily what this
study’s research accomplished but on a small scale. The CCRC completed a study that
evaluated how four different academic acceleration strategies applied at four different
colleges across the nation affected gatekeeper courses (CCRC, 2014b). This study’s
findings suggest that no matter what strategy was put in place, accelerated learning was
directly associated with an increased number of students enrolling in and completing
college-level English and mathematics courses (CCRC, 2014b). These results support the
findings that a corequisite program, an accelerated learning strategy, produces positive
student academic results.
The Adaptive Leadership Theory and the Complexity Leadership Theory
provided a theoretical framework for this study. The Adaptive Leadership Theory views
an organization’s authority figure as one of the main sponsors for finding resolutions to
its issues (Heifetz et al., 2009). This theory directly supports college administrators in
effectively processing consequential changes within the higher education institution, such
as developmental education reform. When an institution restructures its curriculum and
policies, the administrators need to be informed about the probable impact the change
will have on its finances. The findings of this study provide this data. The Adaptive
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Leadership Theory allows for a gradual yet meaningful process of consequential changes
within an organization and its administration, the foundation for Complexity Leadership
Theory (CLA, 2019). The Complexity Leadership Theory provides a framework that
strives to create dynamics that produce outcomes affected by the change that is
centralized around its vision, mission, and values (Arena & Uhl-Bien, 2016; Uhl-Bien et
al., 2007).
When this study’s findings are reviewed, analyzed, and applied to the knowledge
base within higher education administration, conclusions can be offered that an
institution’s finances are impacted when a corequisite, pathways program is
implemented. This impact, according to this study’s findings, is only a slight increase in
initial expenses. Higher education administrators are likely to determine that these
findings will benefit their data-driven decision-making when an organizational change,
such as implementing a corequisite program, occurs within their institution.

Recommendations and Implications
This study focused specifically on how an organizational change impacted a
community college’s finances. This study’s findings indicate a strong relationship
between the institution’s expense side of the finances and the implementation of a
corequisite pathways program. The research undertaken for this study inferred that there
are different aspects to which further research would be beneficial to higher education
institutions and administrators alike.
Future studies could investigate how an organizational change will affect an
institution’s finances yet consider different types of changes such as the expansion of
instructional delivery, campus facilities’ growth, and the increase of academic programs.
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Additionally, further research could overcome some of this study’s weaknesses, such as
the results being from only one college’s fiscal data. New research could replicate this
study’s processes yet use additional community colleges or universities with similar
demographics. The findings from this type of study would benefit institutions and higher
education administrators by providing a wider knowledge base of results that could
potentially benefit future decision-making outcomes. Furthermore, new studies could
expand how an organizational change impacted a community college’s finances’ income
side. These findings would benefit higher education administrators and institutions by
providing baseline data to use when institutional change is imminent.
This study’s literature review combed through research that had examined
successful implementations of corequisite programs nationwide. Yet, limited research
defined how the implementation of a corequisite program impacted a community
college’s finances. Hence, further research using longitudinal studies could be conducted
to review how an institutional change affects enrollment numbers, graduation rates,
dropout rates, and retention rates after a corequisite program has been implemented.
Results from this type of study may be significant to higher education administrators
when developing or modifying a strategic plan for their institution. One of this study’s
findings indicated that better communication with faculty of non-remedial disciplines
would have made for a smoother transition into applying for the newly established
corequisite pathways program. Further research could study the components and
strategies of effective communication and collaboration. The results from this type of
study would potentially be beneficial to higher education administrators as they continue
to develop strategic plans that focus on student academic success.
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The implications for higher education policy and practice derived from this study
are applicable for higher education administrators as they continue to develop guidelines
for implementing corequisite programs while being mindful of how those curriculum
changes impact the institution’s finances. Knowing how the finances are directly affected
for such an implementation is highly significant to any higher education administrator.
Lastly, the more informed an administrator is during collaborative decision-making, the
more effective that administrator will be in developing applicable data-driven policies,
practices, and procedures that meet their institution’s ever-changing needs to provide
opportunities for its students to succeed.
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May 22, 2020
To:

(Listing of administrators’ names and titles)

Re:

Requesting YOUR input for my dissertation!

Dear Administrators,
Hello. My name is Casey Martin, and I am a graduate student at Louisiana Tech
University. My background is in both K-12 and higher education over the past twentyfive years. I am in the data collection stage of my dissertation, “A Qualitative Analysis of
the Effects of Corequisite Developmental Educational Reform Upon Community College
Finances.” My dissertation will complete the requirements to receive a Doctorate of
Education degree in Higher Education Administration. I am asking for your assistance
with my data collection.
The purpose of my research is to review the best practices of corequisite programs
being used across the United States and to discuss how the implementation of such a
program impacts the community college’s cost structure. This study involves a pilot
study highlighting five (5) community colleges across the country that have successfully
implemented a corequisite program. Secondly, one of those colleges will be showcased in
a case study report that answers this study’s research question.
The significance of this study applies directly to higher education administrators
by providing them with a clearer understanding of how a community college’s cost
structure is affected by the implementation of a corequisite program. I believe the more
opportunity there is for grounded decision-making in both the academic and fiscal sectors
of higher education, the greater the prospect for sound student success.
After completing an extensive literature review, your college was selected to
participate in the pilot study. A report titled “…Title of Report…” by author(s) name(s)
(year) stated, “…a summary of how the institution was recognized in the report...”
If you are interested in being a participant, please complete and return the
attached questionnaire. All information provided by your college will remain
confidential and used for research purposes only. I greatly appreciate your participation
in this research study.
Thank you, in advance, for your time and consideration in being a participant in
my study. Please contact me with any questions or if you would like additional
information. I look forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,
Casey Martin
870.864.7197
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RESEARCH STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE
Dissertation Title: A Qualitative Analysis of the Effects of Corequisite Developmental
Educational Reform Upon Community College Finances

What is this questionnaire about?
Your institution is one of five institutions chosen to participate in this research study.
Each institution chosen has successfully implemented a corequisite program at their
institution. This questionnaire is the primary instrument being used in a research study
conducted by a doctoral student at Louisiana Tech University.
How will the information be used?
Your information will provide insight into the corequisite implementation process, detail
the changes that took place, and offer an awareness of how a systematic curriculum
change directly affects a college’s cost structure. In return, you will receive a summary of
the information collected from the institutions that participated in this research study.
Your institution’s information will be significant for this study’s data collection and
analysis process. Your familiarity and experience with the implementation of a
corequisite program may afford the understanding needed to answer this study’s research
question:


How were the finances of a community college impacted when a corequisite
developmental educational reform was implemented?

How should you respond to this questionnaire?
You are encouraged to provide information as completely as possible. Even though
specific details are not required, the more information provided will offer more accurate
analysis results. Please type in your answers immediately following each question in the
space provided. As you answer this questionnaire, please remember your identity and
your institution’s identity will remain anonymous, your participation is voluntary, and
your information will be kept strictly confidential. Thank you again for your cooperation
in completing this questionnaire.
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QUESTIONNAIRE
1. Discuss the reason your institution decided to change to a corequisite curriculum
program.
Answer:

2. Describe your institution’s steps taken to fully implement a corequisite
curriculum program.
Answer:

3. Discuss how the implementation of your corequisite curriculum program
affected different aspects of your institution’s cost structure.
Answer:

4. Please add any additional information you feel would be beneficial for this study.
Answer:

Please email your completed questionnaire to: CLM088@latech.edu
Or mail to: Casey Martin, Director of Student Support Services
311 South West Avenue
El Dorado, Arkansas 71730
If you have any questions, please call (870) 864-7197.

